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occour in such

1is endogenously determninsd { and

subsistencs levels) DO real indicatlon about the poverty line
rg. Utility analysis MdST b= brought intc  the Framework

3
o
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and poverty is transformed into a cubhlizative cocneept.
Whicn of the two S st one chodses e}
~ne pLedEes His
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chjectivity of this method is questicnable as -ne choice of

asic needs ig culture-bound (ven Praag et Aal,, 158200,

(o

spendi ~ot only on individual minilmum requirensnts tut also

o
[15Y

.

H

norms and traditlcns. ind  as these evolve throudh

b

cn sccla
history SO0 does the poverty threshold.

Lv  the other exhbrems vovarty ig Seen a3 & situation of
relative deprivation. As Atkinscon (cited DY Hagenaars and van
Drapg, 156835) puts 1t: it 1S misleading O suggast that poverty

may D8 Seel in terms of &n absclute standard which may be

apclied tO all countrles at, all ©Times, ipdspendent  oOf s
sooiel  SLructure and level ox development A  povercty ling 1o

pecessariiy qefined 1n ralaticn €O socieal ~onventlons  ans
contemporary living standards of & parzicular snoiety’ (p.14Q3%.
Ir this respect people are cons ideresd poverty—st;icken whnen
their 1nCOmMEe, aven 1T pdequate for survival, falls markedly
nepind that af ths commun ity (Galbraith, 1970) .

Motnions of relativism, even thoudhb primarily introduced TV

g54, 19£2), are not  that new ner revoiutlonarry.

-

rawnsend

i

Smith, Ricardo, and later Marx al used thi concent in their

analysis ot the subsistence wage which they claimed toO e

H,

dependent ©n “perceived” gvandards O 1iving ("sociofbistoric

minimums ) and these changde through time ana space. Opwviously,

<he highesr the developmental ctage of a society the higher
+he subslstencs wade nesded Lo e1Fill Tbesie reads and
desires,

An emphasls on the relative percaptioh Jas lzlid  in av

early 1380’5 when poVerLy seemed Lo Dave beeaen cpedisooversd” e

.




Jiwﬁg

R

o
iy
3 3

féi‘i J
o
Cop.

tne dsveloped countrizs. AS such 1t served the puUrpose of
awakaning social conscolousSness and public pollcy, and 1t cerved

its purpose well. DBut insceas of the atteck taking the form of

disputing rhe claim tnat the old absolute standards wWore siill

relevant, 1t took The investigation entirely inco  the
relatbivist direction Tel a completely relativist ~concapt 135

Sen (1983) explains this poinw well 'gbsolureﬁe:= of necds
is nob the same as chelr siviter  over Llme The relabiviss

approach  S228 deprivaticn i terms or e person OF 2 brusenold

e ing aple tO achileve legs Ehan wihat Athers 1n chat sociehy do,

and this relatliveness ig not tO te confused with EﬂLiﬁZ;gﬂﬂﬁUﬁ:
vime” (p.155). Even undsr an apsolutlst approach Flie DOVEILY

L
i

line w11l be 2 Ffunctien of some val ables, and there 15 0o oA
Driozi reason why thess variabples might not change Suwer Lime

3en concludes theat ahsnlubs deprivation ip terms ~f A persan =

ca ahilitiles relates TOC relative dewrivation in  tarms S L
~oppil VILLES relative E
commodities, incomes and resources.

The cemptation rop think of povert” as belng altogetner

=
¢!

relative arises from the £apt that The absolute satisia tion OI

¢

-

soma of the needs might cepend on & parson’ 8 relative poslLion
vig-a-Vvis others. AS will ©be seen L1atel, 2 comnletly

ativist viaw means that poverty can nevel be eliminated and

rel T 5
rrhat any anti-poverty orogram can never pearl fru1tT Palapivisis
ook at The nDaRLUres and S12€ ot The Airferencss FaTwenin LS
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proporticn  of society will alw

which policies we implement

BXNS1ST. Sucn notions ca

for example, a ocountry 1is hi

starvation). HWe have Dbeen

tic poverty, repl

W

cteri

nequalilty as such.

"Ultimately poverty must

A

even though €

B

from the way

compariscn between

While one could geaslly re

coverty, naking 1t Just an iss

-
L

to adcpt & ralativised (not

into these problems. He can &

ven community at a certain pe

end relativising 1t by bearing

development achieved by that s

'*A:i‘.:s:f'_ LR RN

gf’ This can be achisved DY estima
= are objectively quantifiable {e
them into poverty lines tn
prevalling living standards T

will express both the apsaolube
relativenezs TO levels of devel

A poverty line that 1s ne

avs be in poverty, for no matter
the lowest x percant  will
n ccmpletsly m1ss the ooint if,

by eccnomlc

-
[

made to abandon
acing it with
be seen Lo b primarily an
he specificaticn has ©J be done
it used to be done in the sldaer

4 completely relstiviste position
ig  viewed as a2 wnois  and oo
made.

ject a Tully relativist view of

ue of inequality, 1t is possinle

elativist) view without running

stimate the povarty line for a
~icd in ©ime by absoluzlist means

in mind the level cof nistoriceal
occiety at that particular time.
ing those absolute neads which
_g., focd) and then transforming
rough & Pprox whicn refiscts
he resulting poverty +hresholds
~ess  of numan needs  and the
cpment.

ither complietely atsoluts nor

- —
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gupported by empirical

ratally relative scens alsc to be

Kilpatrick (1973} came up with strong evidence thet

findings.
rhe poverty line, as perceived by averade Judgement of
cociety’”, does rise with average incoms. In this case average

ipcome can be assumed to bg & Proxy for the level of historical

the Gallup Poll and average 1ncone

i p e MR s A e

v savelopment. bH1s analysis oOF

the

1,

(@]

~

for the Yyears 1537-1671 revealed the income siasticit

poverty line in the U.5.A. ta be 0.5. The ipcome elasticlity

would have besn Zerd i f the poverty line was percelved 285

purely absolute (1.2, independent of 1lncome groWwhi and one 171

curely relative (1.8 proportlionate to income @rowiill.
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: B, A syNMTHESIS OF POVERTY LINE DEFINITIONS

i

:

-

;_ Tne povertl line 1s usually understocd to be an ilncome °OF
4
expenditure 1evel that 1s considered tO be a border-ing betwean
H The TOOr and  the non-—poor. Many different povaETLY 1line
: definitions have heen praposed They vary Srom 2 [ Toval Of

puruhasing powsr LO deci;eédefinitioﬂs of poverty.

r

necently 1T has 0 pesn mathematioall” amown that & poveEr Ty

lins as & unigus suynctional golunion cannot evist. —ependlng ©n
now many variasies we include  1n Qur analysis 1o 198 more
rpzligtic LO assume Lne swslisbance ol &
cpacs (Hagenanss and ven Prazg, 1688 .
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wiil be used (22 tamilton, 19858). Lt is described 25 That
cituatlon where 1ncoene, represen*ing ~ormand car TESOUICES,
salls below 2 cartailn critical level
Two general approacnes to  the determinatlcn of this
. .
cri

+ical level can identified. E;Denditurg arisnned PpPovels
of

+ the consumptlon side

o —embracingd thelr amibitions 2
o ooover all necess1iies (Basice Heeds  Metnodss or iy oa
martall porticon of reﬂulrem:nt; { Food—@nly“ Varods) Mhelr
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<ieas &re rooted i the &bsolutist pradition, put, oS

3
A0
or
o3
O
(a9
o
s
Q
18

later, 5 OINE have qvercoms the rigidltty of DUre

absolutism. Tnoome Qrienteﬁ poverty 1ine definitlons, on the

disregard consumtion nehavioul and  focus o

apgentlcn on the adequacy ot he purchasing power of
1s 10 relatgion to aociely as @ wnole. They cahl

naslse ovarall ipncomes (Fraction ot AveTaE? {rcomes weghod) s

equality of distribution (Percentile of Income Distribucion),

bisctl peroeptions ot acceptable minimai jncome (Levden

1. ?xnegdituge Orieﬂt&d Deﬁ;gilgggg

(&) Rasic Needs Approats

Given the 1evel of sociogeconomic and oultural developnenu

of & scciety, three a *tandards of 1iving ~an o2

identified: the 1owes®T Standarj of 1iving for pﬂychal and
stencs scanaard of aecent 1iving

mental survival, the subsSis
for the satisfaction ot

i T4 tne consumption of &ll Tuuries

available (Sharif, 19861} - The sirst  LWO Standards warrant

rohel examination, for
the poverty Tine def:

nesds approaches £LO

pelng penind Rowntree’s rens



Molly Orshansky’s method.

Turthermores, the basic needs concept has two aspects wnich
nust be kepl in mind. The first rafers tO certain  minimum
requirements (or basic needs) which need satisfaction - guch as

4

adequate food, shelter, slothing, certain housshold suuipment
and furniture, essential SeTViCcEes proviued by and fov the

cemmunity at larges, such as sate drinking watsTr, canltanlon,

public transport, and heazlth and edqucational fascilities f1LO,

1577y, The cepoond deals with levels ~f gabisTachtlon of thess
needs. Here wWe discingulsh hefween survival levels O
satisfaction anc the productive efficiency Tavels or
catisfaction (ShariT, 1523). mwhile the survival arse

catls Jercermined, the needs for effioiency are

H
@

mainly physicicH
functions of both physiology and social custom apd Tradition.
Their distinecticn ig nob always clear. 'he satisfactlon or
mental needs provides the sense of human dignity and the sense
ot belongld tn sococietl. Tallure LO meet these needs S2Ls an
ipdividual or a family apart frocm others in Ghat socletl

(Franklin, 18677 .

, therefore, true To 5aY +hat the standard of curvival

T+ 1S
rhus interpreted ig  the lawest jevel of posslole soclal

Tiying. It ig a level lower than tnat ©f subsistancs. “hile the

standard of subsistencse ig free nf any physical empoverishment,

the standerd of surviveal ie pnot. 1T involves impoverishment of

P . . -
ol \‘,:3',_32'1'«";'1'51'~J1'1

cody  and mind caus=d TV sconemla and  scoLn

(Sharif, 19861} .
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in Britain by Charles Booth and Ssebohm
the last In his
Rownores estimated
necesgsary Lo
varying

wonl 1

Rowntres

classical first study

mAaintaln

size and

=l o
cae

Approach Avcording to Rowntre=

worl on the measurement of poverty was carcied ont

at tha
of powarty

! cast oI bhuying

capacity Thig diet was an absoluts2 mipioum an avarags person
neefed Tor survival., To this ewpsnditure on fooo fiwxsd amounts
sor other distinctly described 1toems  such as clothing, fusi,
and household sundries were aadea Fowntres’'s 1889  minlmum
income  or  primary  poverty line was, thererore, 2 mare
survival income, allowing for  the satisfaction of cnly the

N
H
Y

minimum cost of nutrl

tionally an adesauazez

The infiuernce ot &

DOVED L) laveal.

WETE ;
1
focd basket,
Ci- minimum cost oF ron-rocd needs
u
This  poverty lins 1S obviousiw as absoluzs 23
it Tt is arbitrary and completler neilects
scoizty’s standard of living on its

Nevertheless, mary authors have adopted thil

S

aprproach In thelr
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(ii) Bes:ic Heeds According ©O Orshansky

Orshansyy (19865, 15697 adopted a ditfferent wawv of
quantifying the total basic nesds of Tamill=s. She wuszd low

cost food plans developed DY rhe U5 Agriculture Department

and cransformed them 1nTo 2 cupaishencs vudgen by multiplying

Rownbree, S0 rounded off this rZigure b ousing 2B averase DL
£ 1= ot -{ oo P :—,"'Hr-.l 3 SR RARY ot iy = Ve —~
apefficient potimated I[rol Fousen o ie curvey Lava. The 1Cd1C

rehind +thig move Was that since Tne averago American famlly

the low cost dist. Tne agsumpLion was +hat The POOT would have

the same flexibllity in allocating ingome as the rast of the

Ui
Ly
o
L
w
wn

This poverty line can e pxpre

I Anearnren XN prcrrl AT
i {rﬂ|§ [AR B -<‘..|-, 1 B!

[ ""‘“ [ |
L s

et

re T wke ! crrTin
Lliaeind [P u.\.‘;H,H

where 7.- poverty 1ine,

C,— average ewpenditure ©i food ToU the populatiun;

v - average ipcoms 10 the population.

WO rrasholds ware establisned Teom  LOe Low “ost rocd
Plan Log Hear—Pouezﬁf [Linaz WAas asTimated, while tins Teoonomy
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s recent study

reauirements cost of a feod basxEet Limes
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o
wla

country &s s whoie e Do +that The averaga foend /1NG0DnE
ccefflolent ag used by Orsnans ey has  been repliced by an
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(ii1) Commentary

The many arbitrary elements 1n  atTempls 5 determine

physical needs, the absence of a clear-cuv distinctiocn

minimum
hetween these and social needs, and the fact th=2t minimum
social nesds cen be derin=d, 1if at all, only in  r=lation to

social norms OF particular communities — all Fhege Things ralse
the gquestilcn whether attempts  to determine minlnoum living

upon  what investigators considi=sr Lo LE
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and  others, who have ad

and wvaluable cducative inlluence on public cpinlon and public

poclicy (Franklin, 1987), but it has revealed progressively mora

clearly the difficulties ol defining poverty in Tute terms.
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The maicr cnes thatl often surface when attemprts are mads a2t

classifying human nesds ars, as Weigel (1988) noctsd:
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#irst, the tendency to  confuse needs with

ange cof human nescs;
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second

naterial and non-material neels is often overdrawn; the erfect

being that tne importanc

’

v
[
-

wr low levels of need satisfactilon and overratad at higt

levals of development;

third, that nearly all ne=d mierarchies sufilcT From DOO
puch general ity and,
Tourth, +that many hisrarchles understand nesds s
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one of an infinite number of combinations. The combination of
Voo oa  gearc Ebent descend ©n the subjesctlve
cnoice  of +he PETSCD composing the diet. On TOD of thiz expert

judgement may aot fully reflect tastes, custeoms, traditlon,

eto, and price variatlions tacing the consumer.
v The second questlon Fhat could e  ralsed ig whethe=r the

overall average Cngel cosfficlent should De amployed oY wheather

e it lg more correct To use only the perosntags spent on rocd of
lower income Eroups when mansforming £hed costs Into cotal

expendiiure levels.

Fstimating poverty 1inas chough rhe Tood/incoms ratio O
lower paild classes of sociely gill wisld lower rasults as the

proporcion of income they atlocate ToOTU “ood 1S generally nigher

<
than that or the "hetter—oill g2rioups. As  sucn 1t coula  be E

~laimed TO e closer Lo reality sSlnee it is these cecticons CI
soniety who already are 1iving at around POVErLY levels. z
.

This 15 8 misconception brought about by the prejudice CI
logical rhcught. 1€ 1S natural chat when TwO numbers ars
prewiﬁted wnich seem aqualy valid, and we are searching for a

minimum (what & poverty line indirect.y ig), the lowsr nuUmbsE’r
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will e chosen. But who can 2 priorl PoSTL
shciety 1S the relevant Zroup for poverty line dererminaticon

hefors the classifying srandard has swven oeen established.

Mayhe THE 17ICCheES cFoTne lower paid secthions already aure I&r°
e - + 4y - T T 31 B ol oy b = te by o 1IN g - ——
selow the poverty line. in taa case the resulbilbe CoverTy

chreshold wou Ld suffer from an unrzasoned distgorticn a3 it
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the

rela on Lo social,
£ of the community as & WGl e K
ar measure caleouleTsd LD é
e Line detinitions el 1 eVes
emnts at estimating byt rean"exents Lo Sl le.
nan salouiating boon FTood and aon—food nesds 2ULHATS ol
suation focus oLy on £ood consumptlon This i
focd 1s the first and soremost  numan necsss ity anc
o MEeAIure ”obge;tAvely T+ hag also ieng  been
that the proportion oTf income allcoated LS food 1soan
r of soononic well-being. nao (1531 claims  that the
ng relative jmportance of Focd evpendiTUre and
ngd per caplta 1ncoms holds 50 well that counnrises can
ified for real income by thls ariterion alone. [n Tach,
5 such a nigh priority for an aviremely DOoCT individual
15 most 1ikely TO spens his entire
Alone (Lipton, 1938) .
Toocd Ratlo Method
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expenditure?%:cVY_If gomeone S actual ratio is higher than

—mils critvical value that parson 1S clzasified as S TeTohal i¥ the
sotual E ratio 1s lower than the The oritical galue Ghe

srson 1S considered non—poor.

ni

Love and O3a (18977) applied & medified version

awrroach L0 Canadian Catid. In a 196t

< ound +hat an averagds Fami 1Y spent 42 ercent (o9 rood

~lothing, and shelter. Theyr postulated that svery vamily whleo
spment  IMOTS than 02 parcent (nntional average Dplus o0 parcaent
mark-up) on fhese 1tems ean o153 considared ag  poOr. From fhis

ratio poverty lines were calculated, ie., incom? points Wi ohn

il bhab al least gr wpercenkb must be spent oo preae Lhrse

1t 18 QDY IOoUS Lhnt Lwo Cconsldorat lons aro ol linpea Letieirs.
Tirst, DOW do  we detine the cabegory v fpod T ED WE inoluis
ather essential requiremsﬂts?); and , cecond, e A0 WE cooSE
the aritical Ef ratio®

naeo (1u881) proposes 20 interssting angwer o7 +he latTer

Fwo hypothesSes cny oonguwner

L

dilemma. He starts lo)'s statbln
wehaviouT:

1. Bome e b reme nonffood expendlTure 1s inexitab
tha extreme v pCOr pecple;

2 Focd ceases  LO e oA relatively imporTant item  CI

hao derinss deprivatlob as

Which o the individual’s rood mneeds are not Y=< aabisTtisd T
Er ratic (which he calls the Proportion SpenT OO Teod - CEDG

-20-



is sxpected to go up or to fluctuets until & criticel income
_(or tatal expenditure) level and then contiuncusly to 20 down,
"‘&3the level of income or the level of “total expanditure
fincreases neyond a certain level. The level of 1lnceome or
sxpanditurs beyond which the denline of the P3F is clear cut
ard unambigous Rac lables the "Deoriveticn Polat” since until

that level pecple appear to ULe deprived of minimum Tood.

Eppirically the incidencs of deprivaticon may be identified as

tha proportion of pecple covered up to and including the level
of PSF from where the fell of +he PSF is olear cut and smcoth.
For India Rac found this aritical food/income ratic t©o be 83.°%

percent (point DP in the following figure which was drawn us1ing

Rac’'s original data; for purpose 6f clarity a semi-log scele is

Figure 1

THE DEPRIVATION PCIHT
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that the povsrty income (Yp) has Lo be nigher the

which corresponds to the Deprivation point {(incone 13 on wha
graphi, sincs at this level pecple ars carely satisiying tonelr

minimal nutriticnal needs. Reo’'s suggdestion s ratcner

(11) Food Poverty

Oreer and Thorbeckes (1985), derin=d their conoent of Food
Bovarty as a condition of lackling Chie resouroes U0 Aacdulrs a
nutritionally adeguats diet” (p.118), measured in tHequired

Dietary Allowance) calories. By taking the consumpticn habilts
af ¥enyan households wnich consume the exact number of calorlies
set down DY the KDA ctandards (therady escaning e

arpitrariness of camposed minimum-cost dismtbs) apcd T=Zlonally

difrerentiated prices they ware aple oo eaTimate a
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great extenc. e ccnstruckted least-cost diets for 10 cities 1n

5 South American countries, calculated thelr cost and sald thatvt
s copsumpticon  unlit 13 peor 1 ipg acnual oossrives cunendiTure
on Tood 1s less than o eaqual To ths cootv af trna nory. The mzin

assumption being that if a family 1s actually spending less on

foed than what the ewperts have calculated (the proposed dlets



are leﬁsﬁ—QQﬂp) that fanily must be suffering from

undernourishment and poverty. Cases when & consumption unit is

not getting encugh calories cecause of Pperverse consumprion
habits aro disredarded.

This can be seen from Table 3 where col. (0-64) and (65—99)‘
represent the numbers 1o apsolute poverty &s thay have observed
food expenditures lower than the norm {(i.e., the least cost
adequate diets). Musgrove heas alao observed that classified 1n
this way the share of individuals 1in poverty 18 always higher
than that of households. T™his is due TO the fact that lower

-

income Class ETOUPRS have larder families.

Table 3
BISTRIGUTION 0F POPULATION BY FOaD EYPENAITURE
RELATIVE TGO NORW FER SELECTED SCUTH AMESTCAH CITIES

Chare \n

fbsolute

Fooo Expenditure 3s percentage of Nora Poverty

Lity b1 85-0% 100149 150°49 o0 01
fogat: TV 27.3 5.8 34 8.1
Barranguiila 0.2 124 0.t .4 3.0 22.4
Cait 14 208 21 .1 1.3 .3
Redeilin 1.3 230 17,1 154 Lo 213
Santiago 3.9 10.9 kb .l Z. 1.9
dute w0 255 s 1S o1 857
Guayagut) 123 29,3 1R 18.0 0.7 8l
Lina 4.5 0.3 .2 9.5 1.1 4.3
Ciracas 3.9 1% 35,0 i1 1. 15.5
Warigaita 13,5 21,9 I 331 0.l A

T



(iii1) Ultrapoverty

A ccmolilnation anf calorles apc 1ncomes a3 a benchmars 15 alsc
oyed by the latest newocomsr to  this Broub of approaches .
pired by the recesnl great African famines it directly
ermines aresr and Thorbesckes Ulorapocy ArsS consedered thos2
households which 1n & typical wWeex are able to =at =9 itittle
c4 as Lo be in & significant risk of not meeting  thelr
digrary energy requiremnsnis. They follow the "two U perosnt
e’ eating less  than B0 percsnt of  the 187% WAL /HEC
welght—adjusted enerdy requiremants, dezpite spendind a2t least
} ‘ .. . . o _ . .
percent ©T income on food. ol inoomes ars §0 0 Lo that no
arter which portlon of thelr Income (i.e., =above SOy thisy
allacats ToOr food they sti1l  cannot satigty their minimal
a2iloric needs. 1t seems rhat only the ultra-poor maiptain thelr
<oio of foeod to {ncome outlay when they become 2 1iztle betber
7 {ed.., ses Lipton, 1988, &8 faod  has such a high priority
~n bty prefersncs scale
N
« "

The maln cetficiency OF all ‘Food-oniy methcods 13 that they
~elabe poOverty to only one cwplenatory variable Hon-food
exmendltures are hard ©© define, bUT £hat is no r=sason for
aTandon g tnem all Logetharl Ly ey countries, L?b‘;-dt-,d.'l“/ e
—are jeveloped ones, non-tfood  nEsas are  very imporcant  1I0@
Samily 15 L0 liva like cther menbers a7 that soclety and aveid
neing an obiech of pity ©F ridicule.
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Rao’s deprivation point  (DP) 1s 2 marked improvement oOr

9]
o
(o]
qy]
Fu

school of thought. Unfortunately his poverty lineg,

rhe DP, ces  no further than nereiy stating arcther

oo

subjective opinion. It 1is unfTortunate that Rao d:d not Fully
reallise the posiblve possibilities his approach orfers.

Concerning this poinb merse w111 De cmid an  The snd cf o this

Crapter.

Creer and Thoroecks also attempted LO avoid using arnicrary
minimum cost diets DY analysing only consumsr hehaviodr of
households which consume a reguired number of calories. This 18
also unacceptanls hecause 0OI  O0E very s le Teasdn. e
] jpplicitly impllies that all oLhear nutricional neods RS
satisfied it enough calories are saten. Yarious Sstipdii=z have

proven +his assumption invalid (Habib, 1977; Palti, 1382

|
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iy
2. Income Oriented Definitions
(a) Fraction of Average Income Approach
Another well-kKnown poverty line is derfiped as & CoS2rtaln
percentage aof an index of average income in Socisty. AU preseani
the CECD employs this approach in 1Ts “2abplic Ewpenditures on
Income Maintenance Programs ' (accordaing ~n Hagenaars and van
Oraag, 1983). As 1S shvious this poverty iime  is  ralanive
Hence the poverty percentagde depends oo lnooms inecualiny only;
11 ipcome  insguallty decreascs, the poverty  bperoentoads
decreases as  well. Foconomic growth, howevar, Coes nohoa |
priorily mean a reduction 1n incoms inegqualrity. i
Sometimes the average income 1S replaced by the median :
digsposable lncom&, as was done by Habib (1977 far the lsra=li f

poverty line. Two thresholds were arbi—rarily szlected: &

povertr iine at 40 percent of the medilan disposable incons, and

a pear-poverty line at 50 percent oL e median disposable
ipceome.
iy ~oblem  with taking only averagds  1nocome s tine sole

e

o]

critericn is that it does nct include estimates of income 1n

Lipd (very important in less developed countries), the imputed

services from durable goods and Af  puDiic gservices
1577y, Current income also does noOu meke allowenoas fovr

ribution of wealtn  to the family's Aomnand  aver

S allacs Th e
serlous Tarladl, [ e

rescurces. To 1gnore assets can  ba A

-2u-



durables,

with 1t

community finds

a

~ademic 1n nature

frameweri

F)

stribution.

Severity

arn  chaongs  the living
The degree cof detfect
Ly depends on the lovel
in. Put this criticlsm

have shown that, excest
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1iving standards of tne
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dafinltion.

neither Eeonom

-1

incoms distrluution will reduce

=hat raverty can never be eliminated,

in any distribution.

i growth

poverty. [y

This 1S nots

nor

changes

as the 1owest =

cpi ansSumes rhat governments should always DE concs
part OF the po“ul&tion with the lowest 1iving ST
Contrary to This, the fraction of income appfomfh

che average incomns

{c) The Levdsn Poverkty ine

=,

analysls oS the poverty line

Netherlands. Qoedhart et

and theoretically mast amtci

Ccomes

from

conceps [o}¥s claiming that pecple Fhemoe L Ves ars bes

tc judge WAt thelr minimal red irements ars Thalr

cries €O derarmlng subsistencs 1evels 1ronm the declar
;our of individuals or familles.

s viduel welfare functions fhe authors cams  up
nal utliliy fanpctilon which chey callea the

= puncL1on o Linouwite Ll L) Hhol i=YuIe Aud-vldu;L
sgimatad from the following composite survey 9

rhe lncome Evaluaticn Questicn

into account mY {our) presant 1iving

tne methodological Framewors 2N thair srevious

(1

I

XORE

cipoeum

31 0US approach

in the

directly implies

although

+he Leyden Universitv

) I
T quailtl

Llie e

sTancs

135

introduced thelr

Individual

Lo+

)

@]



I weuld

pariod)

excellent

regard a net weakly /

family inccme &s:

menthly /

if it wers above

yearly {encircle tha

good if it wers Lestween _ . _ and ___
amply sufficinet if it were between __ ___ and ___
sufTicient if it were tetwesn and
barely sufficient if it were between __ and . _
inzufticient 1 it were between and . _

VOTY insufficlient if it wers between __ . and

Bad if it were between __ o and

vary bad if it were Detwsen and
{Goedhart ol al,, 1877, p. 507

The ordineal verbal evaluations (gocd, sufficient, bad,

are then +ranstormed int

atc. )

idencitfying them witn equal

hypothetical cardinal hWrl &s
Figure 2

W

FLFARE FUNMCTION OF TNCOME

c numbers

quantiles.

on & Tero-one scale Y

depictad in the following figure.



By means cof the WFI the Leyden Poverty Line is introducsd.

It is establisned by saying that individuals sre in poverty it
the evaluation of their income iz melow a certain leve
0.4 on the zero-one utillity scale (van Praag st al., 1582a;
1962b). The WFI gives us the sorresponding poverty income (app.

Yp on tne graphil.

Wnich 1s the lowest acceptable utility leve wiich yiei1ds
the poverty lirne is still a matter of dekate and despends on
varicus factors, amongd which 1t ssems thet politlical ones are

very important. Other practical acpllcatlons sugoeshsd 0030

(Goedhart et _al., 1877) and 0.2 {van Praag 2% =21, LGBRC) as
being more appropriate. & COnSEnsus has now been rzacned that

cmawhere betwesn 0.4 and 0.5 ocn the

4]

the LPL shrould he drawn

zero-cne utility scale.

—
sk

—
—

is {1581) has propcsed an alternstive method o©

Lapse

lhould be regressed which

5]

an  whereby a new function

j=-

gstimatb

inciudes dummy variables and which should yield better resulits
witn a simpler questionalre. Familiy heads ccu.d b= asked the

following aquestion (p. 4785
"Bow adeguate do  you consider vour family inccome? {check
cne)

1. Adeguate

Cd
w®
o
]
D
}—
=
r
@]
@
0
-
fe
ct
L

On the basis of where the poverty line wants Lo b2 Crawn

the eanswers assume values of 1, 0.5 or 0. For gwample, 1f the



poverty line is defined as the level of income where

peopla’s evaluatlon of the adesquecy of thelr incocmes 1s between

“barely adeguate’ and "fairly adscuats, answer no.l (adzquate)
and answer no.?2 (fairly adegquate) would take the valus of 1

while answer no.3 and no.d would take the value of zero.

&5 its authors clalm, the Lesyvden nethed carriss with 1o oa

nunber orf advantazZes over other aprroaches. rirsec, 1t is

=3
=
=
=
"—

stressed that people are  the best  Judges of  their

o
3
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3
~3
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-
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ot
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"
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ct
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needs. 1t does not rely on specific “=co

H
v

lavels of food-to-1ncome ratlios, varicus definitions of basi
nesds cathegories, etTe. , but  Ls  based on  the concepnt of
indlvidual utility. Finally, 1t 1s a reilatlvely simpler method.

Instead orf conducting expensive pudget surveys all one nhas to

Let us examine these advantages. wuesticning peonle about
what They think 1s an acecspteble minimum 1s certa:inly a step 1in
tnhe right direction. But the statement that "expsrits’, because
their incomes are much higher than poverty levels, are mor
biased than individual respondents {Sharit, i19go) 15
auertionable. Gooedhart at nl. (1977) Fornmed Bhat "reasponden b s

size  and

[
o

minimum income” was positively related t©o fami

actunl  income. In other words the miniaoum income 1ls & rslative

ccncept and depends on  ths level of income to which the
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has been ac

.

cergecticon of poverty is distorted tz a dreater or  lesser
extent. Kapsalis (1981) suggests that one would not nave this

problem 17 the respondent’s acghual income 1s  egual or almost
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squal to  his minimum  1NCORE -~ indirsctly implying

ﬁhat.best

results  would be obtained 1T we interview people living at or

poverty levels. A simllar argsument is  put foreward by

around
Sharif (13388, p.588): "the psople et and arcund subslstence
standard ars the people relevant +to investigation of its
analysiz  and determination” Unfortunately, Thils {5 golrcular
argumentaticn: to astablish who 15 pocor wWe must a pricri know
who 18 poor

The adwvantags O simzlicity is  also  To te welcomed
Yspecially Tor developing countries where funds ars usually
very  timitsd. But even this simple orocedure 15 no guarantess
far sabisfactory results. Tn  bheir analysis oOf DovYert) in
Turope van Fraagd et al,  (1930) had very low response rates
From eight member countries of the EZZ on average 32 percent of
the quesTionalres weare ravurned. Mouv  all ofr tnese  wars

completely filled out. Iin fact theyr

percent of the questionaires. The rezulting subsampis2s

londer representative of the populatlen  and susequently the
results cbtained are highly questionable.
Furthermore two fundamental aspscrs of the Leviéen method

1ot to be desired primary dilemma which

leave =&

instantly comes to the mind of the whether utility is

st all measurable, and in & cardinal way at that). First is the
equal guantlle” assumption. bven chough this hypothesls has
peen empirically testad by Buyze with =2 pcsitive ressult (as

narratced by [Hagenaars and van Pras;;, 1985, 1ts foundaticon 15
unclear. The very fact +hat we uss a lingual scale TLo depict

n
- [
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prove, that the difference between insuffilcient” and “barely
sufficient” is the same as the difference betwesn "Zood” and

(]
[
G
O
o]
[l
4]
9%
<

The question o language is interesting in anoTh
= [

can the same expression mean different things to

taa Mot only -
gilizerent peuples but., =ven the Lingdual expoerbs can dlsayres on
~he exact mezning of a certaln Term, For example, the word
Tadeaquatea’” according  tao Wepster’'s HMNinth Hew Coilegiate
Diccionary (p.56) means both "1 surficient Tfor & spe2cifilc
recuirenent” and 2. resasconably surficient”. Lot us assums that

the "specific reguirement” is a certaln level of calories a

person should  ceonsume every day. Thus an adecuate income from
this point of view would be one which enables a perseon to
acquire @ diest which satisfies his dally energy requiremnt

From  the second definition  an adecsuate income  could mean the

same  thing, but it could also imply a less stringent standard,
a2y, an income which would enable a person to buy a dist wnich

i5 below the energy recuirement standard but which quencnes his

i a~ BL L
feeilng O hunger. From a nutritional point of view he two
digrts are not the same and neither 1g thelr cost.

Thege uncertainties can  arise in one language. fHnat will
harpen  in o2 country where more than one lanfuage 1s apoken and
vhers woras and expressions are not fully compatible with cne

Kapsalis’s {(1981) IFE) variation cannct solve this problem



k)
3

rt
o2
¢4
3

cussticnalre

poae

D

[
3

i

1.

nbiectlon

utility

O

4

=

[N

t,

not witho

9] (n

fw

'y

coverty.

8]

o

the poverty vatio

s

scale can double tn

O
i

DOVEITY

And where ex
importances,
is drawn

atal

ropulatic

=

=

ictin

~



=% . -.

Conclusion

The choice cf the poverty line is crucial to the

measurement of poverty. The poverty line distinguishes the poor
‘from the non-poor, with all the repsrcussions such a measure
implies - be they social (=.g., who is egligibls for sccial
-Security support), eéonomic (e.g., wnhers the minimum wage level

should be set), or political (e.g., hQow successful the record

&)

of a govrnment has been), and it iz also the starting point of
‘all poverty indices. But the poverty line 1s much more than
5that. Official poverty lines reflect the attitudes of scciety
rand the extent of the welfare state.

All approaches examined so far suffer from defects in one

i+  comes to this thesis s further

|
¢

wav or another. When
restraint. in the form nf 1imited inTormation on Lehanan, mekes
ths choice even more difficult.

In +he final analysis we must =agree with Sen that povert;
nust be seen to be primarily an absolute notlon, 2ven though
the specification of the absolute lsvels has to be done in a
relativised manner. The basis of any Ttheoretically sound
methodolegy must therefore have an absolutist Zoundation and a-
relativist superstructure. Such fusion can be echiesved by
combining a modified wversion of EHac’'s Deprivaticho coint with
the Crshansky method.

We heve seen that the cnly scmeswhat unsatisiectory element
of the Orshansky poverty line are the least cost dists as they

are subjective in nature and overtly ridorous in expenditure

~9E5-
‘,:h
i
B ; B B H
¢ i ﬁ'¢
14N i Vol
a3 5 ¥ 2 B



constraint. Oneg way to get around it is *to estimate the

;éxpenditure cn a least cost diet without actually going
through the process of composingd one. This can be done with the
aid of nutritional surveys and by observing the spending
rehavicur only of consumers who are just satisfying ths minimum;,
food ne=ds. But rather -than calculating the costvbf-calorgé
'function, as was done by Greer and Thorbecke, thie sSame
information can pe gotten from Rao’s Deprivation Point (DPY. At
‘the D[P thes basic foeod needs are just satisfied. Thus it can be
said thet the expenditure on focd at this pointrconstiputes
averags cost of an adequate least cosSt diet.

Fzrimating the expense of minimum food requiremencs in this
way has 1ts advantages 1in +hat 1t takes inta scoetunt L th
consumer pehaviour {(tastes, fpradrblons, calblid Lictoibm, mhu. )
and spatially variable market nrices.

Transforming this esmount 1nto 2 poverty line can 23 done by
iplying it with the 1lnverse of the Engel coefficiznt
dcne oY Orshansky. Both of the food cost at DP and “ne En;el

ient are cbtainable from housshold buddet Geta and are

(\maT':'
I

¢}

thus completely objective. AnY normativism 1S mut down to @
minimun.

The major auestion, of course, 19 how do we GScCmposse this
cne poverty line to take 1nto acoount the numbes of family
nenbers? One convienient way g go about it would .be to

astimate the so-called eoonomies-ofﬂscale factor wnich 15 the

nousenold s1lze elasticlity of household expenaliure #ar the same

v,

this

teve. of 1iving {(van Ginneken, 13807, Applicatiin O




actor to the average poverty line will gilve us Doverty

Unfortunately, regardless of 1ts advantages, the proposed

. 5 hméthodology cannot at present be applied tc Lebanese
3}§ircumstanees. The only reason being the lack of data on the
food/income ratios by 1lncome ETOUpSs and family size. The only
figures available which are of recent origin &rs  aversHEs
housebold expenditures. We are thus left to chocse among tae
'fraditional epproaches. and for reasens that  are already

obvicus the method of‘Molly Orsnansky is selected.
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“CCHAPTER 11
RSTABLISEING POVERTY LINES FOR BETRUT

A. METHODOLCGY ,

Poverty nas alreacdy besn defined a5 2 situation wners

income, representing command over rescursecs, falls

critical level. It iz the objective of this part

cartain
to calculate  that

q

poverty llne.

1t must be rememperad that the povertvy lines estimated 1n
this thesls ars poverty thresholds apclicable Tor cre ity of
Reirut only. Tney are etropolitan 1in  charactel and  cannot

gerve as standards for other parts of Labanon, be they urban Or

rural.

1,

There 15 no consensus among sconomists whsther the
appropriate unit of measurement of socio—economic weli-being 1S
the individual or the family. Yst this guestion is cruclal 3in
ihe determinatlon of poverty lines for 1t disinglisheés per

poverty lines from poverty lines vhich are

capita




:'1fferentiated with respect to household size and composition.

Those Wwho advocate the RET caplta approach (e. 2., Anad,

1g77) assume that income 18 shared equally among all members

and that family ties are increasingly less important. And from

+he perspectlve nf 1lncome, the labour market employs -

'individuals and rewards them according to The!

Bowever, the Middle EZast still hnhas & very

a9

—

(Fielas, 1580
strong Sense ot family compactness (Turayk, Qmorter anc Talkce,

1986) . Tn such Cases the welfare jeval of an individual persob

on the amount of ipncome ghe,ne shares ol To:
to which ghe/he belongs. This d1is’
charaoteristios cft the individual memoer such as egarner

thermore, SONES ~apbers engd

t
(o
<
)
iy
(D
4]
ol
Bl
Y
ot
i

activity to cupplement the 1lncome ©
ipncome 1S per081ved as being insufrficienv (Wi=lds, L350
Therelcre, thne subsegquent coverty lines Aare chosen to be

total family expenciture polints.
variables: household size (number <°

composition (age and sex of members.

2. The Time—-9na

Q

The period for which poverty Tines are calculated 18 als

24 everything Ivom one y¥ear

]

important. Operationalists have U

to one week. Those WwWhoe opt for shaorter periods tend tO

disregeaerd seasonal oscillations in ©Dprlces and consumptlon

habits while those who ©noose lTonger timeﬂintervals (like one



) forget that a pocr family’s welfare is tied to current
Since salaries are in Belrut paid on & monthly basis,

one month (30 days) is chosen as the most appropriate time

interval to measure family ewpenditures.
Republic of L.ebanon

e for Admimstrative Reform
udics

Office of the Minister vl 81

3. Leagt Cost Diets cﬂmﬁmmmMNSWNMWMwmmﬂﬂ

(PSS

At pressnt no least cost food plans have oI

g
ct
(D
8]
b
th
x
(D
L
(L

computed for Lebanon. The diets usad 1In this

[
§8]

specially compesed by a  gEroup ~f students from e L

ne

upervisicn of  prcr. Nah

L1

Denartment of Nutriticn wundsr T

Baba.
Least cost alets can be purposelully compiled only undzsr

conditicns of no or minimal pric2 changas. In an enviornment orF

constantly changding market conditicns and thraes digit
inflaticn, as 1S presently the case 1in Lebanon, a0 composad

diet can genuinely, over a longer
as being of minilmum expense; not only tecause pl

large but also Dbecause prices do not alter uniformly but

increase/decrease the price differencials between gocds.

rate of inflation the shorter the paricd 1n which

“real’” sense  of  minlmum

o

the least  cost diets lose thelr
expendlture. Therefore, even though the diets used this

in
thesls were compcsed under the prercsative of miniciim cost, as

time goss by, 1t 1s more correct to view them as lTow cost dists

rather than least cost dists.

individual's nutriticnal n

Tdaeally every




assessed separately (Franklin, 1887). Of course, this is not
1

‘possible. Even, though some other studles use a more elabcrate
‘olassification system (e.&.. Orshansky used 19 age/sex classes)

we have chosen 7 age/sex groups TO desoribe  th:  entire

population. They ars:

Infants 0 - 1 year

Children i - 4 ¥rs
5 - 10 yrs

Aldclescents 11 - L8 yrs

(Beys/Girls)
Adults 18+ yrs

(Male/Female)

Composing only one basic diet for all classes and - then
transtorming it 1nto different age/sex diets using o oalorlis
factor (as was done, €.&€., by van Ginneken, 1560, 1z nocto
acceptable as every stage in a person’s development rzquires a

different set cof nutriticnal priorities_depending -n growth,

physical activity, etc. This can be done only ol Eriubps whers

the overall dletary needs do not differ exXcseptT ‘n the energy

requilrement.

4. Houszehold Sigze and Comppsition

5]

The next step 1in the caleculations  is to clagssify Tamilies
into representative Zroups with regard to size and composition.

matter

O

Ui
9]

At present data i very limited regarding thi

certain simplifying assumptions had  to be made (melre will De



said in Section B of this Chapter). On the whcle, estimates are
‘made for housgholds varying in size from one to eight-plus
'ﬁembers.

Various suthors have suggested +that family size and
composition prototypes should Dbe cefined. Unfortunately,
cross—tabuletions showing femily sizs by number of minocr
children (and thelr aée) do not exist for Beirut. Fer tﬁis
reason a speclally devised weighting scheme (besed c©n  the
population pyramid) 1s used to classify the nunmber oFf related
children below the ade of 15. Special attenfion nas also been
paid to the social custom o©f childran residing with thelr

adulthood and until th=2 eage of

53

parents beyond the ade 0

=

marri

i

L

=y
=

5. Income-Food Relationsnip

Fpod expenditures ars +ranslated into poverty linss by
multiplying +hem with the 1nverse of the average Engdsl
coeffié;ent sor Beirut. This percsntags iz obtained from budgst
suvrey data criginally designed for toe construocicn of a new

Consumer Price Index for Beirut {General Confedération oI

Labour, 1987). mhe same procedure Was used Dby Joycs and
,Fhég_ McCashin (1982) for the Irish coverty line estimetfions. Our
Bhi el :
e calculations are, however, somewhat different rrom The walght
uE
-%;"”T; ~ attributed to total food expenditure 1n the Beirut CPl as we
s oL

assume that all fcod 1s prepared and ccnsumed at nome.




G. rices

The major assumption when it comes tO prices 'is that all

fL

foodstuffs are bought at retail. Two sets of prices were use

The Tfirst set was collected from various stores in West Beirut

1987 by the students who deveslcoead

during the period April/May

the least cost diets. These were minimum Prices of SO

foodstuffs and wers used to find the combinaticns of foeds Ior

the leazt cost adequate diets. The diets catizty woree
b : prerequisits: gufficient lavels of nutrients to meet madical
‘gtandards {calories, proteins, ete. ), gsufficient var_aty TO

A
}é}, ‘meest Theé customsry Lebanessz diet, and least cost.
¥ Once the diets were composed and transformed into nenthly
food baskets & second price survey (43 items) was uncercaksn in
e
S September. This was neceszary in order to incorporate spatial
Eahd
“%%ﬁ‘;-cost of 1living differences that exist within the oity and O
d,:*_;hg .
el update the #irst set of price Ilgures. The second geh ¢f prices
o &
et was then used to calculate the expenditures on food fer the 7
S0l Y
?#;f age/sex classes mentioned above.
Pt § ! -
2, %;‘ - .
s

e 7 " The Near Poverty Bell

ferbf o .
P T . , . . .
Cat 1t is very presumptuous +o assume that & single laccme OF

b ..;"'. . . . . . . ; "
& expenditure figure can satisfactorily distinguish the Ppoces from
SA,

R the non-poor even 1if all possible considerations are held 1in
R AR
o T e s } : . .
g % mind. Many familles tend to fall 1n and out ot poverty cver a
i SR .

‘s and

e

[N

or this are ¥

Ft,

e e il ) . — -
FAENG period of time. Factors ~esoonsible




= : . . )
2 &8 changes, health problems, etc. It is much more realistic to
2,;@%3}:100ﬂte a "poverty belt which pinpoints a type of "danger
2R
R zone”, Families which find themselves within this boundary can
.. be considered to be non-poor under present circumstances, but
%— have a very high probability of falling into poverty should the
&% . circumstances change in” any negative way. Households which are
he - . .
5 sarning less than ths near-povarty line (but more than the
Rl poverty line) can be identified as the high risk group.
: £y -
3 AL present there are no real proposals ocn how a2
TiNE 5
et . . . . X .
DYEET near-—-poverty line shcoculd be established. We have chosen this
ey T
Xy . - - - . v .
7 critical i1ncome level to be ten rercent higher than the poverty
Es :
e ) . . . . . .
S line for a given femily s1ZE. This procedure, evean though
.?h!i‘.,.-
TN . . N - - ' ' 5 -
T empirically arpilrrary in 1%Ts apprcach, snould yield a

satisfactory approximation and indicate the familles that might

in the near future b2 poverty stricken.

: P
Re -
RS ) .
T d e ) )
S 8. Summery danoe -
T \ L e
o .o .- ‘l> : r . I . :
s b ’ 3
5.\,-._— g . . - . .
WA Poverty lines for household units varying 1n S12¢€ and
¥ "
fie] L - . . , . . .
BN composition from one tn eight-plus memDeErs Were established 1in
7 \iﬁ_ﬁ z
ST the following way:
{5‘ h
F3a0 ) I A : el nen ke \ P ko) s ke
T fipst, a group of students £ram the A.U.B. Nutrition
3}' iy 4
SR . . . . . \ - e
i Department made & Pprice list of 60 foodstulis which WEIe
LA
g 2 . o . ) - - .
i employed 1in the composition oI lesst cost adequate diets for
Ve _
seven age/sex groups;
2. 3 second, the least cost diets were converted into monthly




weighting system) were assumed,

a given size and compositicn were then transfermad

ines by nmultiplying them with <the inverse of

.city of Beirut.

ﬁﬁﬁgly those foods (43 items) which were actually used

faurth, total family pxpenditures on food for nouset
iato
the

‘proportion spent cn food (only food prepared at homs:

odbaskets and an extensive price survey was undertaken for

in the

third, household composition prototypes {based on a child

~olds of

poverty
averade

for the



COMPOSITION

For chviOus reasons, only. one age/sex composition grouping

4 for each family size.

This very harsh conshraint

cen be assume
doges TC sSome extent distort the picture but without 1% the
poverty l1ines would be s©

ct aombinations and separate

Tpumber T
xlarge that policYy applications would lo_S¢€ all sense.
research op matters related to nousenold

The most recent
f?Structure in Lebanon Was carried out by Zuravyk, Sshocter and
- Takce (1888) wnen thaYy made & comparative enalysis ~£ the
_éocial compositicn of urban housenolds in Beirut, Anan, and
: s of Reirut ;5 based ©B the

~Qakre. The analysis

_1983/1984

ragidents

populaticon Laporatory already mentioned (JurayX and

Armenian, 1985).

In order ro study the household +types Turayk, Shorter and
Takce first determined Ta categorization that could descrioe
:ealistically the composition of nouseholds into 2amily unlits
n one nousshold apitt (2.8). A

and individuals 1iving rodether i
household igs seen 8s composed of persons who cen oe groupsd
into tesic family units (buildirg Hlocks) accordind +s  the
kinds of relationships +hey have +to each other. gince 1t was
fow bouseholds include non-kin persoens {only

found that vary

in Beirut, mestly meids cf building

y, the concept

g 5 percent
1ccks 18 of perscnd in a defined kin relation. Th:2 following




; ; uild;ng;blocks were used:

Couple and thelr neverwmarried shildren

A

B Couple without an¥ never—married children
C Parent and his/her naver—married ~hildren
D All other persons each assigned &s &

puilding block

grudying the parent—child relationship Turayk, =horesh and
Takce Came to the cocnclusion that reaching adulthooi dnes not
‘geem TO be an important decisicn stage OF leaving home and

forming new nhoussholds. In the Middle East this stceage is

. reached &t +thg Time of marrizaxEs. The mean age Of merriade 1in

- which \presants ths distribution of individuals 1

- Beirut ror males 1is 29.5 and for famales 206 years. 1r. developed

+

goclieties +ha phenomenoi of adult children 1iving yith theilr
families 1S not S0 frequently opserved.

:Table 11 clearly shows that Ly far the dreatesec rumber of
paop%e live in mousshclds which are made up of 2 couple and
:theifAnever“marridd children. mhig is also seen in Tabls 12

~pilation TO

r
H

ct

- nousehold

‘,_Au
ol

the head cf the family. Cubt of the adul members

-ty

arcent © females are

w3

g0 percent of tThe males &arse heads eand 71
spouses. The contributicn of other ETYoups ie minimal. From

5]

Table 12 we canb conclude +hat the probabilities of any
additional adult 1living in the family and who 1s =0t & parent

are highest for the "Parent OF grand parent or parent—inﬂlaw

(38.4%) and “Children” {30.7%) classes. This result 18 very

A



Table 1t ’
PERCENT DiSTRIBUTlQH oF HOUSEHOLDS aND PERSONS
i HOUSERDLD CoMpOSLTION % BEIRUT {1583/84)

nuilding blocks Kayseholds Persaas

" Oae building nlack anly

One building 22882 ——-

A (Cauple & thelr 80 83
newer-aarried childrent

B (Couple without any 5 3
never-aarried chilurenl

¢ {parent and hisiner 10 7
naver-aarried cnildren

1 (Cne persen resicing aionel 3 1
Two Qr sore huitding 2iacks

gne &, Bor C with 0 ar ' g 18!

wultiple Ay B or  without 9 12
or with b or 0's

-2

wultiple 07s

16TAL 100 e

Noted

gne &, B ar € with 0 or s - ORE couple or parent with
never-sarried children and additonal related persdns.

yultiple Ay B 0f © without ar with Dor D5~ auitiple
couple ar parent with never-aarried children, and additional
related person Or persens {if anyl.

wyitiple D's 7 other euttinle persons, relatad or
wnrelated.

€13

qurce: lurdyk, Sharter and Texce, |584, Taole 2.




" .imortant and we shall refer to it later.

Going back To 0Our division of individuals according  To

heir putritional needs it is obvious that we ann instently

separate two types of children who reside with their sarents:

children pelow the age of 1§ ("'mlnor children™) and those 1in

between the age of a@ulthood and marriage.

share in the toteal family expendlturs will also be

Table 13 gives us SONE indication of the aval

gize by TYDE of family and, mOore importantly, the averags
of adultsa and children Petb family. In family type &

number

(which makoes Up 80 percent of all households) trgre arsg, on

average, 2. 9 adults and 2.3 cnildren. Interestingly encugh, an
mean a rarger

increase in the family size does not necessarily

number of children 1o the family.

T™he primary variable under cocnsider

Tion =

W

According to rhe results of the Beirut Populaslcon Lanoratory

analysis (Zurayk and Armenlan, 1585) the averafs family size
#or the city of Beirut is five (with & standari deviaticn OF

5.35). Other sources give higher sigures (Teble <4,, especially

if a religwpus differentiation ig applied (Tabls 15). Tannous

S|

(1881) found that an average armenian family {iowest) has 6.

members and thet an average sniia family (bigbeet) nas B,

ce considered +0o5 high to be

-}

members. These nuUmMbErs ara to

includecd

[

taken as representative o€ Beirut as Tanncous aiso



.Table 12
PERCENT DI:TRIBUHDH gy RELATICN TQ HEAD

FOR CHILDREN AND ADULTS IN BEIRUT (1983/84)

- Relatiog Children

Head -

Spouse -

gon or daughter 93

ton-or-gacghter-in-la -

grand children b

Other z

107AL 100

Adults

Rejaticd Hale feasle
Pead 50 {3
Gpouse - 1
Son or daughter 5 3
Son-or-dauqhter~in-lan | 3
parent cr grand parent
or parent-in-ian 1
Other 1 3
1aTAL 100 )

Sourca: iurayk, Sherter and

oo Table 13
©EHBERAPHIC INDICATORS OF EIZE 48D ABE COH RPQSITION
0s1TiGH N § BElauT | [1583/84)

By TYeE OF HOUSEROLD COMPU

.

Tyﬁe gf household Average nunber
L4

giie Children Adults % owitn sv

coagegiticn Sige
f 9.9 2.3 1.2 1z
8 2.9 - 2.8 5t
e 3.3 0.7 7.5 i
] 1.0 - 1.0 o3
One A, Bor C
with Jor D's £, 7 L3 1.8 a3
Eulticle 4y Bor C with
or witheud D og B's 1.3 2.5 4.9 3
3.0 0.1 2.9 i

Myitiple '8
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ral areas -in his sample. Nevertheless, having in
bethese figures e have chosen to establish poverty
¢Families with 1-8+ members.
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(a) Qne-Ferscn Households

Table 11 revealed that only 1 percent of all people live
siﬁgle S person wouseholds. This is & very low propertion and
shaié contrast to developsd countries where this
househplds ig of ingreasing importancse (Zurayk,

Takca.>glll).

2l In .ordar to correctly establish the expenditure needasd

a . person Cliving alone2 We nhave Lo establish &
individual.frFrom Table 16 we can conclude tnatb this pérscn
female (84%), in ner Labte fifties or aarly sixties, separated,
widowed oF divorced, and economically not active. aAli  this
indicates that the average one-person family is extremaly

liable to poverty. Fortunately, this type of household makes up




-ly 4 parcent of all households in Beirut. But any policy

:-pkage against poyerty must as one of its primary targets havé

‘%is group.
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.WHCTERISHES OF PERSONS RESIDING BY THENSELVES
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Bugd.ag Orshangky (1965) correc

households are not ablea to

B LIBRARY .

o

tly pointed out, individufils

U

.in. ope-person explbit

%-pnop}qupf,gcnle beacuse of fixed costs. Therefore ingtead Of

:.ﬁiﬂd a straight per capita measure for a

realistio approach is to

“typical” individial

(the adult {emale variant} a more

-'1looata ‘to', one-members an . expenditure which iz somevHdat

to use the expenditure agsooiated @ith

{gher.i+ Our proposal if




(o) Two—-QT-more membeT families

Ususenolds in which twoO people reside

el

13, straight dpreward 1n their sS1z€

w3
v oneé mals

unit type B consists of two adults {presur

and cCne famala) with 51 peracant af  them having individuals

Y

bove the 248 of sixty.

Families with a larder number
children. Unfortunanely,
Table 13 cannot be rearrangsa
prototypes since 1T

nousehold Types

in der tO progeed W
the +ypical compositions

about

Yound that, e

ALUD Linseny

.apprcximately two adults per housenold in
. - :

_though his gampla also includes non-urban
contradictlion with the findings Sporter 2nd

Eeturning to cur vrypical”

establisbed that & minimum of WO

three—0or-more member families. We assume

married couple (i.e., OOE male adult
When it cones £o ralated children {both
ci adulthood?} the situatlon is much
rabulations on family size and




Ta overcone this problem we pava introduced the concept oI

the "avsrade child”.

Estimating the “Averads Child

srder to be able to "add” childrsn £o the parents for a
given Yamily size their =ge and sex must be Known. Situations
are nob the same for a family w as three small children as
y which ras three : children. To
rhig disparity vwe neva devissd welghting ohemne
which 1s based on the population mid sex ratlo.
QQLLQLLLQQ: The welght w: (P, 3 an the  child oilass
equals the percentags of that child in the total number
of children.
Abiding by all that has been gaid so far, SEVeED hagic TYERES
o child classes exsist. They ars2:

(! S

mean edge of marTiage):




:differentiated py seX and SQme aren’ ©- FurthermoT=, the

}population pyramid, however, does noct give us &b indication of

T how meny sdults are parried between th2 ages 1877 90 and how

many 2re nocT and Thus if theY are never-mnrried cnildren

residing with thelr parents in one household or i LDE¥ are
indapandent adults with 2 family unit of rhelr OWh. e musE’s

therefore divide the apovae ClaSSifi“&tiOH into TWo Ssub-groups:

the a£2 0 and adult
though the soil
casss, this
opuraticnal purposes.
the Cwaight givean
percentage of this class in the

parcentaga of males, {1-5;) The

gay Thet

M
. Where i

“is the weight given to males in cnild class 1,
B.Dd- W, 1 { :l
is the woight given to semeles in child clas

For clasees which are not differentiated by

classes 1, 2, and 33 SLZO, and subsequently Wi =P

the acdult child group {class 5 and T plil, and thus

the waight for females is

weilghting system ained by anb axamnpLe.

there are classes (& &% By with e




#ollovwing distributicnf
Class ' EP“F“?Q;QD' )
A 80
B 40
In this case the weights are as follows:
el . n _
Wa = 0.6(0.23) F 0. 18

W5 o= 0.8(0.7) = 0.42

Hultiplying the expenditure o
weldhtT and then adding
axpenditures for food

explenations

discrepanc? exiats i : the division ?roposed

by ‘nutritionists {gee Table : ~he o-ysal intervals

commonly used in pcpulacicn pyramids. Qur ”nutriticnal”
division will therefors be weighted by BEe groups vhicl ares not
identical. However this incompatibility will not adfect The

rasulls as the discrepancy ig not 1arde:
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WEIGHTZ USED FOR THE ESTIMATION
OF THE AVERAGE CHILD

f. Minor Chaldren
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paTELY SIPENDITURE ON fFood
£03 THE AVERAGE CHILD Lt

Cost of Honthiy
toz/bex fapd Baskat Weiaht

___,_.‘_____r—'__,__

f. For Minar Lhild

I YITI
1 -3 2941, 70
-0 955,95
1L - 18

Boys 8.0

Girls 104450

Spa,
AU

Ty

et hdy

Y

ToTs EXP.ON FOOD FOA HINOR CHILD

&, For Aduit Chitd

TOTAL E3P.CN FOOD FOR ABULT CHILI

source; calculations gased an [atles




Nutritional

{d) Conclusion

gaving in mind all that has peen seid 8° far,

prototype family composibions are as follows:!

“

1., for on@ persen hcuseholds an adult male
taken to be representative;

for two member Famillies - & married couplas

3. for threse member families — & married couple and & minGr

child;

4. for four mempaT families - 8 married couple and Two

minor children;
5. for five membar families ~ a married couple, WO minor

children, and an adult child (remembar that the

probability of an additional adult is largest for the

Laterogenous group of “parsnt OF grend parsnt OT parent-

~in-law’ and since the prob&bility of an adult

child being the aditional adult 1s almost the same, e

have chosen +ha third adult to be &n adult child}s

for s1i¥ member families — & married couple,
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child, and three minor children;
7. for seven member families — a married couple, an adult
child, and four minor children;
g. for elght {and more) member families — & married ccug%e,
two adult chilidren, end four miner children.
The complete tabuler overview is given in the fcllowing

matrix:

Am+AT

Am+al+
amvaf+ 2C
Am+ar+ Ac+2C
am+Af+ Act3C
am+af+ Ac+dC

am+Af+22ac+4C

adult male;
adult female;
adult cnild;

mipor child.




